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DETAILED ACTION 

Applicant's Amendment filed 08/04/06 has been entered and carefully 
considered. Claims 13-15 and 17-18 have been amended. However, the 
limitations of the amended claims have not been found to be patentable over 
prior art of record, therefore, claims 2-6, 8 and 13-18 remain rejected under the 
same ground of rejection as set forth in the Office Action mailed (05/04/06). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for 
all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented 
and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering 

patentability of the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that 

the subject matter of the various claims was commonly owned at the time any 

inventions covered therein were made absent any evidence to the contrary. 

Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the 

inventor and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the 

time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to consider the 

applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior 

art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 
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Claims 2-3, 13-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Yang [US. 6,133,847] in view of Humpleman et al. [US. 
6,546,419]. 

As per independent claim 13, Yang teaches a method comprising: 

providing over a bidirectional data network (fig. 5) providing a control code (col. 

7, line 52) to a home network comprising a control-device (remote control 

device 100 of fig. 5), the control code being representative of a command for 

controlling the state of an apparatus (col. 3, lines 44-46); 

the control code not being usable by an apparatus until the control code is 

converted into the command and transmitted to the apparatus by an IR or RF 

signal independent of the bi-directional data network over which the control 

code was provided, wherein the apparatus is not pre-configured to deliver or 

cause delivery of its respective control code to the control device (col. 7, lines 

51-54); 

enabling the home network to convert the control code into an associated 
command (col. 3, lines 44-46); and 

enabling the control device to send the command to the apparatus via IR or RF 
transmission (col. 8. lines 17-25). 

Yang does not disclose the control code comprising data in a mark-up language 
format. Humpleman discloses that in col. 9, line 53 - col. 10, line I 5. It would 
have been obvious to an artisan at the time of the invention to use the teaching 
from Humpleman of including a mark-up language format in the control code in 
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Yang's system since it would allow the system to easily integrate into the 
Internet/Web network. 

As per claim 2, which is dependent on claim 13, Yang teaches the data being 
provided via a data network (fig. 5, col. 7, lines 48-57). 

As per claim 3, which is dependent on claim 2, Yang teaches: 
enabling a user to specify to a sewer on the network ah apparatus for being 
controlled by the control device; and enabling the sewer to identity a 
corresponding control code for being provided as the data in the mark-up 
language format (col. 7, line 54 col. 8, line 25). 

As per independent claim 14, it is rejected under the same scope as claim 13. 

As per independent claim 15. Yang teaches a data base, comprising: 
control codes (col. 7, line 52) for controlling apparatus through remote control 
devices (remote control device 100 of fig. 5), the control codes representative of 
commands suitable for transmission (col. 3, lines 44-46) by the remote control 
devices to the apparatuses over an IR or RF network (col. 8, lines 17-25), the 
database being in communication over a bi- 
directional data network with a plurality home network systems each of which 
comprises at least a remote control device (fig. 5), the control codes being 
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deliverable to the remote control device independent of the controlled 
apparatuses (col. 7, lines 51-54). 

Yang does not disclose the control codes being formatted in a mark-up 
language. Humpleman discloses that in col. 9, line 53 - col. 10, line 15. It would 
have been obvious to an artisan at the time of the invention to use the teaching 
from Humpleman of including a mark-up language format in the control code in 
Yang's system since it would allow the system to easily integrate into 
Internet/Web network. 

As per independent claim 16, Yang teaches a control code stored on a machine 
readable medium for control of CE equipment (col. 7, lines 51-54), the control 
code representing an IR or RF signal for transmission by a remote control 
device to the CE equipment (oel 8. lines 17-25). 
Yang does not disclose the control code being supplied in an XM1 format. 
Humpleman discloses that in col. 9, line 53 -col. 10, line 15. It would have been 
obvious to an artisan at the time of the invention to use the teaching from 
Humpleman of including a XML format in the control code in Yang's system 
since it would allow the system to easily integrate into Internet/Web network. 

As per independent claim 1 7, Yang teaches a method comprising: 

enabling each of a plurality of users to specify to a server, over a bi-directional 

data network an apparatus for being controlled by the control device of a user; 
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and enabling the server to identify a control code, the control code being 
representative of a control code for an apparatus (col. 7, line 54 - col. 8, line 
25); and enabling the server to communicate over the bi-directional data 
network with a home network that comprises a user's control device for delivery 
of the control code to the control device (col. 7, lines 51-54), wherein the control 
code is not directly usable by the specified apparatus until conversion by the 
home network into a command that be sent by the control device independent 
of the bidirectional network (col. 8. lines 17-25). 

Yang does not disclose the control code comprising data in a mark-up language 
format. Humpleman discloses that in (col. 9, line 53 -col. 10, line 15. It would 
have been obvious to an artisan at the time of the invention to use the teaching 
from Humpleman of including a mark-up language format in the control code in 
Yang's system since it would allow the system to easily integrate the 
Internet/Web network. 

Claims 18 and 4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Yang in view of Humpleman and further in view of Jackson [US 
5,963.264], 

As per independent claim 18, Yang teaches a method, comprising: 
providing control codes to a home network comprising a control device for 
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installation on the control device, and one set of control codes representing IR 
or RF signals (col. 3, lines 44-46) for transmission by a remote control device to 
the CE equipment to control the state of the equipment (col. 8, lines 17.25), the 
control codes being provide from a database over a bi-directional data network 
to the home network (col. 7, line 51-54); the control codes being provided from 
a database over a bidirectional data network to the home network, wherein the 
equipment is not pre-configured to deliver or cause delivery of its respective 
control code to the control device (column 6, lines 7-35). 
Yang does not disclose data representative of a control code provided in a 
mark-up language format. Humpleman discloses that in col. 9, line 53- col. 10, 
line 1 5. It would have been obvious to an artisan at the time of the invention to 
use the teaching from Humpleman of providing data representative of a control 
code in a mark-up format in Yang's system since it would allow the system to 
easily integrate into the Internet/Web network. 

The modified Yang does not disclose another set of control code is part of an 
EPG or ECG. Jackson discloses that in col. 2, lines 47-50. It would have been 
obvious to an artisan at the time of the invention to use the teaching from 
Jackson of having the control code as part of an EPG or ECG in modified 
Yang's system since it would allow the control device to control an apparatus 
and to navigate through its EPG using the same remote control device. 
As per claim 4, which is dependent on claim 13, modified Yang does not 
disclose the control code is part of an EPG or ECG. Jackson discloses that in 
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col. 2, lines 47-50. It would have been obvious to an artisan at the time of the 
invention to use the teaching from Jackson of having the control code as part of 
an EPG or ECG since it would allow the control device to control an apparatus 
and to navigate through its EPG using the same remote control device. 

Claims 5, 6 and 8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over 

Yang in view of Humpleman and further in view of Mitani [US 6,466,233]. 
As per claims 5 and 6, which are dependent on claims 13 and 5 f respectively, 
modified Yang does not teach supplying a GUI element for use on the control 
device, the GUI element being supplied as further data in the mark-up language 
format and the GUI element comprises a graphical representation of a remote 
control device. Mitani teaches supplying a GUI element for use on the control 
device, the GUI element being supplied as further data in the mark-up language 
format (fig. 2, col. 4, lines 48-60) and the GUI element comprises a graphical 
representation of a remote control device (fig. 9, col. 6, lines 66-67 through col. 
7, lines. 1-19). It would have been obvious to an artisan at the time of the 
invention to use the teaching from Mitani of supplying a GUI element for use on 
the control device, the GUI element being supplied as further data in the mark- 
up language format and the GUI element comprises a graphical representation 
of a remote control device in modified Yang's system since it would allow the 
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use of a remote control device without a need for a separate monitor display 
device. 

As per claim 8, it is rejected under the same rationale as claim 5. 

Response to Arguments 
Applicant's arguments filed 08/09/06 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

Applicants argued the following: 

(a) Yang fails to recite the claim limitation of a control code in a mark-up 
language that is converted to anj^For RF signal. 

(b) Yang fails to recite the claim limitation of the deliverability of the converted 
code to an apparatus independent of a bi-directional network from which the 
control code is obtained. 

(c) The rejection is traversed because there is no teaching, suggestion, or 
motivation found in the references for their combination (between Yang and 
Humpleman) assuming arguendo that all limitations were present. 

(d) Yang fails to teach "Apparatus is not pre-configured to deliver or cause 
delivery of its respective control code to the control device". 

The Examiner disagrees for the following reason: 

(a) Independent claims 13-18 do not specifically recite the claim limitation of "a 
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control code in a mark-up language that is converted to an I R or RF signal". 
Therefore, the claim language of claims 13-18 still can be interpreted that the 
control code comprises data in mark-up language (or XML) format which is 
taught by Humpleman at col. 9, line 53 - col. 10, line 15, and also comprises IR 
or RF command for controlling the state of an apparatus, which is taught by 
Yang at col. 3, lines 44-46. 

(b) According to Yang, when the programming code is transmitted from the 
remote control device 100 to the apparatus 510, 520, 530, and 540 of fig. 5, it is 
not constrained or controlled by the bi-directional network 150 (col. 8, 18-25), 
therefore, it is clearly that the deliverability of the converted code to an 
apparatus is independent of a bi-directional network from which the control 
code is obtained. 

(c) In response to applicant's argument that there is no suggestion to combine 
the references, the examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be 
established by combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce 
the claimed invention where there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation 
to do so found either in the references themselves or in the knowledge 
generally available to one of ordinary skill in the alt. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 
1071, 5 USPQM 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988) and In re Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 
USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, both Yang and Humpleman teach 
a control system used to send control and command data from a 
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control device to control a plurality of electronic appliances. Therefore, It would 
have been obvious to an artisan at the time of the invention to use the teaching 
from Humpleman of including a mark-up language format in the control code in 
Yang's system since it would allow the system to easily integrate into the 
Internet network. 

(d) Applicant's attention is directed to the cited passage at col. 7, lines 51-57 
"The programming code could be loaded onto the network for each appliance 
and then be downloaded by the network to the remote control device". There is 
no configuration to these appliance devices at all. 

Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension 
of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .1 36(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire 
THREE MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply 
is filed within TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the 
advisory action is not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH 
shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on 
the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In 
no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications 
from the examiner should be directed to Mylinh Tran. The examiner can 
normally be reached on Mon - Thu from 7:00AM to 3:00PM at 571-272-4141. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, Weilun Lo, can be reached at 571-272-4847. 

The fax phone numbers for the organization where this application or 
proceeding is assigned are as follows: 

571-273-8300 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from 
the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information 
for published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public 
PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see 
http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private 
PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 
(toll-free). 
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